
Before the Board of Zoning Adjustment, D.C. 

PUBLIC HEARING-December 15, 1965 

A p e a l  #8489 Calvary Protestant Episcopal Church, appellant. 

The Zoning Administrator Dis t r ic t  of Columbia, appellee. 

On motion duly made, seconded and unanimously carr ied the  following Order 
was entered on December2tg 1965: 

That the  appeal f o r  a variance from the l o t  occupancy requirements 
of t he  R-1-B D i s t r i c t  t o  permit erect ion of m x q m ~  a two s tory addit ion and 
a one-story side addn. t o  exis t ing church building a t  820 - 6th S t ree t ,  N.E.8 
l o t  51, square 832, be granted. 

From the  records and the evidence adduced a t  the  hearing, the  Board f inds  
the following facts:  

(1) Appellant proposes t o  e r ec t  a addit ion on the  Eye S t r ee t  s ide of the  
property being 78 f e e t  i n  de-&h and 32 f e e t  i n  width. He a l so  proposes t o  
erect  a small one-story addit ion a t  the  r ea r  of the  la rge  addit ion being 8.9 
f e e t  in depth by 20 f e e t  i n  width. 

(2) The proposed addit ion on Eye S t ree t  w i l l  be two-stories over an 
exis t ing gymnasium and will be used f o r  classrooma. This addit ion plus t he  
s m l l e r  addit ion w i l l  over-occupy the  l o t  by approximately 36 178 square feet. 

(3) The small addition w i l l  increase s emices  t o  people i n  t he  community 
2nd w i l l  serve as a combination room fo r  people seeking clothes, food, e tc .  so  
they can come d i rec t  f r o n t h e  s t r e e t  and not have t o  enter t h e  main building 
and climb stairs. 

(4) There was no objection t o  t he  granting of t h i s  appeal regis tered a t  the  
public hearihg. 

OPINION : 

We a re  of the  opinion tha t  appellant has proven a case of hardship 
w i t h i n t h e  provisions of Section 8207.11 of the Zoning Regulations and tha t  
a den ia l  of the  appeal will resu l t  i n  peculiar and exceptional p rac t i ca l  
d i f f i c u l t i e s  t o  o r  exceptional and undue hardship uponthe owner of t h e  property. 
It i s  our fu r thc r  opinion tha t  l i gh t  and a i r  t o  adjoining properties w i l l  not 
be affected adversely as the  additions i n  question a re  on t h e  s t r e e t  s ides  
of t h e  property. 

I n  view of the  above it i s  our fur ther  opinion tha t  t h i s  r e l i e f  can be 
g a t e d  without subs tan t ia l  detriment t o  the public good and without subs tan t ia l ly  
impairing the intent ,  purpose, and in t eg r i t y  of the zone plan a s  provided by 
tho zoning regulations and map. 


